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REMARKS 

llbds is a full and timely response to the outstanding advisory action mailed January 12, 
20(||6. claims 1-29, 35, 37 and 38 are pending. 


1 resent Status of Patent Application 


C laims 1-28, 37, and 38 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Prkst, e at (U.S. Patent No. 6,047,106) in view of Council et al (National Transportable 
Te: econ: oniunications Capability: Commercial Satellite and Cellular Comm. For Emergency 
Pk parec ness, vol. 1, conf. 1 1, pages 137-140). Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
bei ag ur patentable over the modified system of Priest, et al in view of Knoblach, al (U.S. 
Pal ent ^ o, 6,628,941). These rejections are respectfully traversed. 


Ill 


qiaims 37, and 38 
(tlaims 1-28, 37, and 38 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
un|ateni able over Priest in view of Council. Claim 29 is rejected under U.S.C. §103(a) as 

being unpatentable over the modified system of Priest, in view of Knoblach. For at 
thelreasons set forth below, Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection. 


all ^gedl; 
lea;t 


I Leiections Under 35 U.S.C, S103fa) 


Ipdependent claim 1 recites: 

A remote, self-contained communications antenna ^paratus for establishing 
wifeless communications, comprising: 
equipment for 

transceiving communication signals between said equipment and a 
disconnected cell site that has been disconnected from its cellular 
system, and 
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transceiving commumcation signals between said equipment and a 
communications network ; and 
a mast for extending and collapsing an antenna, 
(OAphasIs Added). 


mutpt disclose, 
DcLch 
881 (CC 
leak thelreason 


lea it eqi ipment 
dis conn Med 

Acfcion 
130) 

dis ibledldue 

ap]iears 


(El riph; 
Sei 



lt>r a proper rejection of a claim nnder 35 U.S.C. §103, the cited combination of references 
teach, or suggest all elements/features/steps of the claim at issue. See, e.g.. In re 
mical, 5 U.S.P.Q,2d 1529, 1531 (Fed.Cir. 1988) and /w r^M^. 208 U.S.P.Q.2d 871, 
P.A. 1981). Applicant respectfiiUy submits that independent claim 1 is allowable for at 
that the combination of Priest and Council does not disclose, teach, or suggest at 
for transceiving commmiication signals between said equipment and a 
cell site that has been disconnected from its cellular system. The Advisory 
leges that "Priest taught such equipments from the deployable base station (fig. 2/no, 
coilununicated with pre-existing nearby base station (whether fixed or mobile) that has = . 
to natural disaster (col. 5/ln 5-58)." Applicant respectfiiUy submits that this passage 
:o be misquoted. The passage in Priest is: 

This information, in turn, allows the deployable base station to 
choose a control channel to communicate with portable stations 
without interfering with pre-existing nearby base stations (either 
fixed or mobile), 
ajis added.) 
PriAt, col. 5, lines 13-17. 

j( .pphcant respectfully submits that if the deployable base station of Priest communicates 
poi able stations without interfering with preexisting nearby base stations, than Priest 
Lway from communicating with a disconnected cell site that has been disconnected from 

system. To wit. Priest fiarther teaches that "the deployable base station . . . may be 
temporary replacement of a stationary base station which has been disabled." See 
5, lines 41 -44. The deployable base station of Priest is used as a replacement for a 
:onn4cted cell site. Priest does not teach that the deployable base station is used in 
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coi junct [on with, or in commTOdcation with the disconnected cell site. As the cited combination 
of Jefere ices does not disclose, teach> or suggest, either implicitly or explicitly, all the elements 
1 , the rejection should be withdrawn, 
I ecause independent claim 1 is allowable over the cited references of record, depetident 
claims 2 -29, 37, and 38 (which depend jfrom independent claim 1) are allowable as a matter of 
lav for £ t least the reason that dependent claims 2-29, 37, and 38 contain all the stepa/featuxes of 
inc epen( ent claim 1. See Minnesota Mining and Manufacturing Co, v. Chemque, Inc^^ 303 F.3d 
\2H, 12 99 (Fed, Cir. 2002) Jeneric/Pentron, Inc. v. Dillon Co., 205 F.3d 1377, 54 U.S.P.Q,2d 
10! t6 (Ff d. Cir. 2000); Wahpeton Canvas Co, v. Frontier Inc., 870 F.2d 1546, 10 U.S.P.Q.Zd 
1201 (F* d. Cir. 1989). Therefore, the rejection to claims 2-29, 37, and 38 should be withdrawn 
an( the ( laims allowed. 


clam 1, 
festures. 



antpxma 


sor^ 


pa] ticuli 
CO] amui 


foi 



1 idditionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for allowability of independent 
dependent claims 2-29, 37, and 38 recite further features and/or combinations of 
as are apparent by examination of the claims themselves, that are patently distinct firom 
cited references of record. Hence there are other reasons why dependent claims 2-29, 37* and 
a] lowable. 

Regarding claim 1, the Advisory Action has reiterated the conclusion that "collapsing 
s well-known in the art, as suggested by Council, ex al (pg. 38, paragraph 6)." See 
Action, page 2. Applicants traverse this jBnding that the subject matter is well known, 
rly in the context of the claimed combination that includes a self-contained 
ications antenna apparatus, the subject matter alleged to be well-known is too complex 
a rei ionably skilled person to consider it to be well-known to the point that no atlditional 
is needed. Additionally, a conclusion of well-knoAvn art based on this reference would 
conclusion that everything disclosed in this reference is well-known. If this is indeed 
Applicant respectfully requests that an affidavit be submitted averring that material in 
ih^Couhcil reference is well-known art. Therefore, the conclusion that the element is well 
kn|wn i ; improper and should be withdrawn. 

> Jtematively, Applicant respectfully suggests that, instead of asserting that tliis element, 
as jlised j a conjunction with other elements of the claim, is well known, the Examiuer might 
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corifeiderkhe possibility of using the Council reference under 35 U.S.C. §103. Applicant does not 
adr lit thj t the element is obvious under 35 U.S.C. §103. Applicant merely asserts that the 
rej« ction would be properly addressed under 35 U.S.C. §103, instead of using the allegation that 
the elem mt is well known. 

J egarding claim 16, the Advisoiy Action has reiterated a conclusion that "temperature 
coiftrol a nd a solar-power generator. . .is notoriously well-known in the art/' See Office Action^ 
paj e 3. J ^pphcants traverse this finding that the subject raatter is well known. ParticiUarly in the 
coitext if the claimed combination that includes a self-contained communications antenna 
apdaratufe, the subject matter alleged to be well-known is too complex for a reasonably skilled 
pea son U i consider it to be well-known to the point that no additional evidence is needed. 
Thlrefoj e, the conclusion that the element is well known is improper and should be withdrawn. 

J alternatively, Apphcant respectfully suggests that, instead of asserting that this element, 
as jlised j m conjunction with other elements of the claim, is well known, the Examiner might 
CO} iSidei the possibility of using the Knoblach and Michaels references under 35 US.C. §103. 
Ap plica] It does not admit that the element is obvious under 35 U.S.C. §103, Applicant merely 
ass arts t] lat the rejection would be properly addressed under 35 U.S.C. §103, instead of using the 
all( igatic ti that the element is well known. 


Claim 35 

; Office Action rejects claim 35 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unftatenfeble over Priest in view of CoundL For at least the reasons set forth below, Applicant 
|)ectfi lly traverses the rejection. 


I ^dependent claim 35 recites; 

5. A method for estabUshing wireless conamunications, comprising: 
/ *ansceiving tireless communication signals between a wireless device and a 

disconnected cell site that has been disconnected front its cellular system; and 
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titasceiving communicatioa signals between said discoxmected cell site and a remote, 
self-contained coirnnunications antenna ^paratus with a mast for extending and 
collapsing an antenna; and 
t^cdving communication signals between said remote, self-contained commnnications 
antenna apparatus and a commimications network. 
(E4phas[s Added). 

F or aproper rejection of a claim under 35 U,S.C. §103, the cited combination of references 
mul^t di4lose, teach, or suggest all elements/features/steps of the claim at issue. Applicant 
submits that independent claim 35 is allowable for at least the reason that the 
coiHibinaKon of Priest and Council fail to disclose, teach, or suggest at least transceiving 

comDdmnicatlon signals between a wireless device and a disconnected cell site that 
ha| beei . disconnected from its cellular system. The Advisory Action alleges that '*Priest 
iM ght SI ch equipments jOrom the deployable base station (fig. 2/no. 130) communicated with pre- 
5ting learby base station (whether fixed or mobile) that has disabled due to natural disaster 
5-58)." Applicant respectfully submits that this passage appears to be misquoted. The 
n Priest is: 

This information, in turn, allows the deployable base station to 
choose a control channel to conmxunicate with portable stations 
without interfering with pre-existing nearby base stations (either 
fixed or mobile), 
a^is added.) 

',col. 5,hnes 13-17. 

J applicant respectfully submits that if the deployable base station of Priest communicates 

ie stations without interfering with preexisting nearby base stations, than Priest 
; way jfrom communicating with a disconnected cell site that has been disconnected from 
system. To wit, Priest further teaches that "the deployable base station . , . may be 
temporary replacement of a stationary base station which has been disabled." See 
5, lines 41-44. The deployable base station of Priest is used as a replacement for a 


por ;abk 


<i)l. 
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dis< ;onne Jted cell site. Priest does not teach tb^t the deployable base station is used in 
cor junct on with, or in communication with the disconnected cell site. As the cited combination 
of] efere] xces does not disclose, teach, or suggest, either implicitly or explicitly, all the elements 
of ( Jaim 35, the rejection should be withdrawn. 

B egarding claim 35, the Advisory Action has reiterated the conclusion that "collapsing 
ant snna : s well-known in the art, as suggested by Council et al (pg. 38, paragraph 6)-" See 
Ad nsory Action, page 2, Apphcants traverse this finding that the subject matter is well known. 
Pai ticids rly in the context of the claimed combination that includes a self-contained 
coi imuD ications antenna apparatus, the subject matter alleged to be well-known is too complex 
for a rea ionably skilled person to consider it to be well-known to the point that no additional 
evi ienc€ is needed- Additionally, a conclusion of well-known art based on this reference would 
lea 1 to a conclusion that everything disclosed in this reference is well-known. If this is indeed 
the case, Apphcant respectfully requests that an affidavit be submitted averring that material in 
the Coui cil reference i$ well-known art. Therefore, the conclusion that the element is well 
kn< ^wn i! improper and should be withdrawn. 

I Jtematively, Applicant respectfully suggests that, instead of asserting that this element, 
as ised i 1 conjunction with other elements of the claim, is well known, the Examiner might 
coi sidet the possibility of using the Council reference under 35 U.S.C. §103. Applicant does not 
adi dt th It the element is obvious under 35 U.S.C §103. Applicant merely asserts that the 
reji sctior would be properly addressed under 35 U.S.C. §103, instead of using the allegation that 
the elem snt is well known. 


IV 


Miscellaneous Issues 


> jay< 


ha^ dng 
ant ofifi< 


at ] &ast t 
finiinj 


other statements in the Office Action that are not explicitly addressed herein are not 
int^nde(| to be admitted. In addition, any and all findings of inherency are traversed as not 

I shown to be necessarily present. Furthermore, any and all findings of well-known art 
ial notice, or statements interpreted similarly, should not be considered well known for 
le specific and particular reason that the Office Action does not include specific factual 
gs predicated on sound technical and scientific reasoning to support such conclusions. 


PAGE 8/9 ' RCVD AT 1120/2006 3:41 :19 PM [Eastern StM 


0i/20/2@06 15:44 7709510933 


THOMAS. KAYDEN 


PAGE 


Serial No.:09/752,307 
Art Unit: 2685 
Pages 


CONCLUSION 

I or at least the reasons set fortli above. Applicant respectfully submits that all objections 
mi for n jections have been traversed, rendered moot, and/or accornmodatedj and that the now 
pel ding claims 1-29, 35, 37, and 38 are in condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration 
an« 1 alia vance of the present application and a)l pending claims are hereby courteously requested. 
If, n thd opinion of the Examiner, a telephonic conference would expedite the examination of this 
miter, i \e Examiner is invited to call the undersigned agent at (770) 933-9500. 



Respectfully submitted, 


Charles GrlggdrsrH^gfNo. 47,283 


OM4S, KAYDEN, 
[ORS TEMEYER & RISLEY, L,L.P. 

/50 

eria Parkway N,W. 
Georgia 30339 
3-9500 


Q stomsrNo.: 38823 
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